items on EVA constitute the equivalent of such subcategories (as described in more detail below). Thus for new research in different cultures, having 18 rather than 12 items enhances the likelihood of the inclusion of numerous culturally salient items, and diminishes the risk of ending up with an insufficient number of such items.
Items for EVA_L were developed on the basis of the standard coding manual for the three ethics (Jensen, 2004;  in press a). Table 1 lays out how the individual EVA items map onto subcategories from the standard coding manual. The following criteria guided the inclusion of items: 1) Items were based on the subcategories used most often by adolescents and adults across diverse cultures (Jensen, in press a). The coding manual includes a total of 42 subcategories, but a number of these occur infrequently (e.g., means-ends considerations) or are more typical of children (e.g., avoiding punishment to self). EVA_L only comprises items that correspond to common subcategories. 2) Items were included in order to represent important different facets within each ethic. For example, items for the Ethic of Autonomy pertained both to the self and other individuals. For the Ethic of Community, items encompassed different groups such as family and society. For the Ethic of Divinity, items pertained to God and individual spirituality.
3) Total number of items was kept to a number that would allow for the use of the EVA_L in a wide variety of studies.
As described, the questionnaire items represent moral concepts that previous research has shown to be quite common across numerous cultural groups. In order to further enhance the cross-cultural applicability of the questionnaire, it also includes an open-ended question that allows participants to indicate three additional ethical values of importance to them. On the EVA, participants are asked to respond to the following probe: "What moral values do you think are important to how you should live your life at this time in your life?" (Arnett, Ramos, & Jensen, 2001) . A probe pertaining to people's own lives (as opposed to a hypothetical person or other people in general) was used because research findings on moral reasoning and moral identity show that people invoke more diverse moral concepts when asked about their own lives, including personal goals and spirituality (e.g., Colby & Damon, 1992; Damon & Colby, in press; Walker, 2013; Walker, Pitts, Hennig, & Matsuba, 1995) . Furthermore, for purposes of assessing how people's use of the three ethics are connected to other cognitive, emotional, and behavioral variables in their lives, it seemed important to ask about their own values. For example, asking about the moral values that a person considers important for herself is more likely to be relevant to her moral behaviors than asking about others (Blasi, 1984 (Blasi, , 1993 Hardy, Walker, Olsen, Woodbury, & Hickman, 2013) . Depending on the aims of researchers, however, the probe for EVA may be substituted or supplemented. For example, an option would be to ask: "What moral values do you want to pass on to the next generation?" (Arnett et al., 2001) . Additionally, researchers have the option of asking participants to indicate their top three moral values. The final fine-tuning of the phrasing of the EVA_L items, probe, and answer options involved reviews by moral psychology researchers and focus groups of lay people.
Thus, the present aim was to assess the validity of the EVA (long and short forms) among English speaking individuals from the United States. Two studies were carried out with different samples in order to examine the measure among individuals of diverse ages. The sample for the first study was comprised of college students, while the second study included adults ages 18-90+. Our specific goals were to validate both EVA_L and EVA_S using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (Studies 1 and 2), examine cross-sectional correlates of each ethic (Study 1), and examine differences in the three ethics as a function of age (Study 2).
Study 1
As noted above, it is quite common for emerging adults to highly endorse an Ethic of Autonomy, although they have also been found to balance Autonomy and Community ethics in some contexts and cultures (Arnett et al., 2003; Guerra-Giner-Sorolla, in press) . While the Ethic of Divinity is thought to be endorsed rarely by this age group, it may be prominent for emerging adults who are religious (Padilla-Walker & Nelson, in press ). In Study 1 we sought to validate all three subscales of the EVA_L on a sample of emerging adult college students by conducting CFA on all 18 items. We also examined a number of relevant correlates of each ethic: self-worth, relationship quality with friends and parents, and religious faith. Self-worth is central to an Ethic of Autonomy, while a focus on others and relationships is central to an Ethic of Community, and faith is a strong component of an Ethic of Divinity (Jensen, 2008) . Thus, although we thought it likely that there may be additional relations among the ethics and these variables, in order to establish convergent validity we expected that an Ethic of Autonomy would be positively associated with self-worth, an Ethic of Community would be positively associated with relationship quality, and an Ethic of Divinity would be positively associated with religious faith.
Method

Participants and Procedures
Participants were drawn from a study of emerging adult college students and their parents entitled Project READY (Researching Emerging Adults' Developmental Years). This project is an ongoing, collaborative, multi-site study that is being conducted by a consortium of developmental and family scholars, and data used in the current study were collected during 2009 -2010. The sample for the current study (age M = 19.87, SD = 2.00, range = 18-29) consisted of 551 undergraduate students (60% female). Participants were recruited from four universities across the United States, with an overall response rate of approximately 60%. The majority of emerging adults were European American (61% European American, 23% Asian American, 5% Latino American, 5% mixed/biracial, and 4% African American). Nearly 90% of emerging adults reported living outside of their parents' home in an apartment, house, or dormitory. Roughly 20% of emerging adults had parents with a combined income of less than $50,000 per year, and about 30% with a combined income of over $100,000.
Participants completed the Project READY questionnaire via the Internet (see http://www.projectready.net). Participants were recruited through faculty's announcement of the study in undergraduate courses. Interested students then accessed the study website with a classspecific recruitment code. Informed consent was obtained online, and only after consent was given could the participants begin the questionnaires. Most participants were given a $20
Amazon gift code for their participation. Table 2 lists all items.
Measures
Self-worth. Self-worth was assessed using the self-worth subscale (5-items) from the Self Perceptions Profile for College Students (Neeman & Harter, 1986) . Emerging adults responded on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 4 (very true for me).
Sample questions include, "I am often disappointed with myself (reverse scored)," and "I am happy being the way I am." Higher mean scores represented higher feelings of self-worth (α = .84).
Relationship quality. In order to assess closeness with best friend and parents (mother and father), the intimate disclosure (3 items), affection (3 items), emotional support (3 items) and guidance/advice (3 items) subscales were used from the Social Provisions Questionnaire (Carbery & Buhrmester, 1998) . Participants answered questions on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (little or none) to 5 (the most). Sample questions include, "How often do you turn to this person for support with personal problems?" and "How happy are you with the way things are between you and this person?" Subscales were averaged to create a mean score for relationship quality with friend (α = .96), mother (α = .93), and father (α = .95). Because scales were correlated (r = .22 -.51, p < .001) and to increase parsimony, an overall relationship quality scale was calculated by averaging the three scales.
Religious faith. Four items from the Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith
Questionnaire (Lewis, Shevlin, McGuckin, & Navrtil, 2001) were available in the current data set and were used to assess participants' religious faith (α = .98). Questions were asked on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Sample questions include, "I look to my faith as providing meaning and purpose in my life," and "My relationship with God is extremely important to me." Higher mean scores indicated higher religious faith.
Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Data were explored for univariate and multivariate outliers and normality; there were no outliers and all variables were normally distributed. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS software (Arbuckle, 2010) . It should be noted that missing data (which were very minimal, < 3%) were handled using the Full Information Maximum Likelihood feature of AMOS. Three latent variables were created with the corresponding six items loading on subscales of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity (18-items total). Model fit was considered acceptable with CFI > .90, TLI > .90, and RMSEA < .08 (Little, 2013) .
Based on hypotheses and theory, we examined a three-factor model, and this solution was an acceptable fit to the data (χ 2 (130) = 540.58, p < .001, CFI = .93, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .076), with all variables loading on their respective latent variables (see Table 2 for item correlations and Figure 1 for CFA model). Modification indices were examined and there was no evidence of cross-loading, though correlations between two sets of residuals were recommended for the divinity subscale. Tests of discriminant validity were conducted on the 18-item measure by constraining estimated correlation parameters between constructs to 1.0 and assessing Δχ2 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) . Constraining all three correlations (one at a time) to 1.0 each resulted in a decrease in model fit, suggesting that the three variables were distinct constructs.
This was true for the correlation between autonomy and community, (Δχ2 = 46.11, p < .001), the correlation between community and divinity (Δχ2 = 466.37, p < .001), and the correlation between autonomy and divinity (Δχ2 = 653.63, p < .001). Cronbach's alphas were calculated, resulting in additional evidence of adequate internal reliability for subscales of Autonomy (6-items, α = .79), Community (6-items, α = .75), and Divinity (6-items, α = .95). In this sample, emerging adults most strongly endorsed an Ethic of Autonomy (M = 4.37, SD = .50) followed by an Ethic of Community (M = 3.90, SD = .59) and Divinity (M = 3.19, SD = 1.27), F (2, 1100) = 387.63, p < .001, partial η
Regression Analyses of Associations Between Ethics and Related Outcomes
In an attempt to examine the unique relations between each ethic and conceptually relevant correlates, three regression analyses were conducted to determine whether the Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity were associated with self-worth, relationship quality, and religious faith. Thus, hierarchical regression was used with ethnicity (0 = European American/White, 1 = Non-White) and gender (0 = female, 1 = male) entered in the first step; and the three ethics in the second step. It should be noted that tolerance statistics for all regression analyses were > .95.
At
Step 1, the regression analysis for self-worth suggested that ethnicity and gender accounted for a significant portion of variance, with gender positively (β = .11, p < .01) and ethnicity negatively associated with self-worth (β = -.23, p < .001), F (2, 546) = 18.98, p < .001.
Step 2, variables also accounted for a significant increase in the portion of variance (ΔR 2 =
.08, p < .001; F (5, 543) = 18.35, p < .001, R 2 = .15), with an Ethic of Autonomy (β = .28, p < .001) positively associated with self-worth. Ethics of Community (β = .01, p = .82) and Divinity (β = -.03, p = .53) were not significantly associated with self-worth.
In the regression analysis for relationship quality, ethnicity and gender accounted for a significant portion of variance, with gender positively (β = .15, p < .001) and ethnicity negatively associated with relationship quality (β = -.13, p < .01), F (2, 544) = 10.59, p < .001. At
Step 2, variables accounted for a significant portion of variance (ΔR 2 = .05, p < .001; F (5, 541) = 10.20, p < .001, R 2 = .09), with an Ethic of Community (β = .12, p < .05) significantly associated with relationship quality. Ethics of Autonomy (β = .09, p = .12) and Divinity (β = .07, p = .16) were not significantly associated with relationship quality.
In the regression analysis for religious faith, ethnicity accounted for a significant portion of variance (β = -.12, p < .05), F (2, 547) = 4.35, p < .05. At
Step 2, variables accounted for a significant proportion of variance (ΔR 2 = .73, p < .001; F (5, 544) = 312.11, p < .001, R 2 = .74), with and Ethic of Divinity significantly associated with religious faith (β = .92, p < .001). The
Ethic of Community was also significantly negatively associated with religious faith (β = -.15, p < .001), but a positive zero-ordered correlation revealed this to be a suppressor effect due to the correlation between the Ethic of Divinity and Community (r = .30, p < .001). Ethic of Autonomy was not significantly associated with religious faith (β = -.02, p = .49).
Study 1 Discussion
Consistent with study goals, Study 1 established internal reliability for the EVA_L and supported a three-factor model with 6-item subscales for Autonomy, Community, and Divinity.
Further, Study 1 sought to establish discriminant validity by examining the three ethics as predictors of self-worth, relationship quality, and religious faith, and findings were in line with expectations. More specifically, the Ethic of Autonomy was positively associated with selfworth, as expected. Further, the Ethic of Community was positively associated with relationship quality, supporting the notion that individuals whose moral values revolve primarily around collectivist ideals of interdependence also have strong relationship ties. Finally, the Ethic of Divinity was positively associated with religious faith. Indeed, it should be noted that a relatively small portion of variance was accounted for in the analyses for self-worth and relationship quality, while a relatively large portion of variance was accounted for in the analysis for religious faith, suggesting that an Ethic of Divinity is central to one's religiousness, while the other two ethics are not as central to these particular outcomes. Further research is needed in this regard to more clearly determine correlates and predictors of the three ethics, but analyses established initial evidence of both convergent and discriminate validity.
Limitations of Study 1 include a relatively homogenous sample and a cross-sectional data set that preclude examination of direction of effects. Also, while Study 1 was conducted on a relatively large sample, it was limited to college students ages 18-29. Thus, Study 2 sought to build on these findings by validating the EVA_S on a nationally representative sample of adults.
Study 2
The cultural-developmental approach to morality suggests that the multifaceted nature of moral development is most accurately understood by examining both the developmental life period of the individual and the cultural context in which morality is socialized (Jensen, 2008; 2011) . There is a sizable body of literature on cultural variations in moral reasoning, as well as an established line of research examining developmental change in morality from childhood through adolescence (e.g., see Jensen, in press a). However, there are a dearth of studies that examine morality with a developmental lens after adolescence, with most studies using emerging adults as a convenience sample (Padilla-Walker, in press) and even fewer studies following changes in moral reasoning over the course of adulthood. While research does suggest that moral reasoning may change and solidify through the course of adulthood (Shweder et al., 1997) , there are few developmental theories that claim significant cognitive change past the formative years.
However, with continued research suggesting prolonged brain development into emerging and early adulthood and beyond (Gutchess & Boduroglu, in press; Jetha & Segalowitz, 2012) , as well as the influence of social contexts that are associated with morality and that increase in salience during early and middle adulthood (e.g., marriage, parenting, religious attendance), it is important to examine moral reasoning at different ages. Thus, the purpose of Study 2 was to validate the EVA_S, which is a 12-item measure assessing the three-ethics approach to morality, and to examine differences as a function of age in a nationally representative sample of US adults.
Methods
Participants and Procedures
Participants for this study were taken from the Moral Worldviews Study, which is a survey regarding individuals' experiences and attitudes toward various aspects of morality. The targeted population was adults 18 years and older, and data used in the current study were collected during March of 2012. The sample for the current study consisted of 1,519 individuals ages 18-93 (51% female). The majority of participants (72%) were European American (12% Hispanic, 10% African American). Roughly 32% of the sample reported having a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 40% reporting a high school degree or less. Mean household income was between $50-60,000 per year, with about 30% of the sample reporting making less than $40,000
per year.
This study used Knowledge Networks (KN) to gather an opinion poll, sampling households from its KnowledgePanel, which is a probability-based web panel designed to be representative of the United States. Panel members were randomly recruited through random digit dialing or probability address-based sampling, and households were provided with access to the Internet if needed. Once household members were recruited for the panel, they were assigned to the Moral Worldviews Study and notified by e-mail with directions for survey taking. Surveys took approximately 40 minutes to complete and participants were offered $5 (or equivalent incentive, e.g., raffle) for completion. The response rate was 61%.
Measures
Participants completed the 12-item Ethical Values Assessment-Short Form (EVA_S).
Items were selected from the longer measure based on factor loading and the conceptual considerations discussed above for EVA_L. Participants were asked to respond to "What moral values do you think are important to how you should live at this time in your life?" on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (completely important). All items are contained in Table 3 .
Results
Data were explored for univariate and multivariate outliers and normality; there were no outliers and all variables were normally distributed. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS software (Arbuckle, 2010) . It should be noted that missing data (which were very minimal, < 1%) were handled using the Full Information Maximum Likelihood feature of AMOS. Three latent variables were created with the corresponding 4-items loading on subscales of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity (12-items total). Model fit was considered acceptable with CFI > .90, TLI > .90, and RMSEA < .08 (Little, 2013) .
Based on hypotheses, we examined a three-factor model, and this solution fit the data well (χ 2 (50) = 373.73, p < .001, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .065). All variables loaded on their respective latent variables (see Table 3 for item correlations and Figure 2 for CFA model) 1 .
Modification indices were examined, and there was one covariance that suggested a crossloading item, item number 5 (I should take care of my family), and one recommended correlation between residuals for the community subscale. The model was re-run with the cross-loaded item deleted from the community variable (χ 2 (40) = 192.69, p < .001, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .05), and there were no additional modification indices that had a significant impact on model fit.
With this item deleted, the covariance between the autonomy and community variables decreased to .79. Tests of discriminant validity were conducted on the 11-item measure by constraining estimated correlation parameters between constructs to 1.0 and assessing Δχ2 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) . Constraining all three correlations (one at a time) to 1.0 each resulted in a decrease in model fit, suggesting that the three variables were distinct constructs.
This was true for the correlation between autonomy and community, (Δχ2 = 109.01, p < .001), the correlation between community and divinity (Δχ2 = 304.69, p < .001), and the correlation between autonomy and divinity (Δχ2 = 1695.37, p < .001). Cronbach's alphas were calculated, resulting in additional evidence of adequate internal reliability for subscales of Autonomy (4-items, α = .82), Community (4-items, α = .74; 3-items, α = .72), and Divinity (4-items, α = .94).
It should be noted that we reported on the full 12-item measure in the figure because this item did not seem to act similarly in Study 1 and may only be problematic in this sample.
Multiple Group Analyses
While this study confirms the overall reliability of the short-form of the EVA, this data set also allowed us to examine the measure among different age groups. Thus, a multiple group analysis was conducted on the three-factor solution, with four age groups: 18-29 (emerging adulthood), 30-44 (early adulthood), 45-59 (middle adulthood), and 60+ (late adulthood). These age group designations and their corresponding ages are common in the developmental psychology literature. While there is notable cultural variation on ways of dividing the adult life course, the present divisions overlap with those used in standard lifespan textbooks (e.g., Arnett, 2012; Papalia & Feldman, 2012; Santrock, 2012) and are applicable to the present sample.
Multiple group analyses were conducted to determine whether invariance could be established across age groups on both factor loadings (weak invariance) and intercepts (strong invariance), which is what is needed to compare means across groups. In order to establish invariance of factor loadings, multiple group analyses compared a fully unconstrained model to a model where factor loadings were constrained. Then, this weak invariance model was compared to a model where intercepts were also constrained to be equal. The measure was considered to be invariant across age if the decrease in CFI at each step was not greater than .01 (Little, 2013). As can be seen in Table 4 , invariance was established for factor loadings, but not for intercepts (so weak invariance was achieved, but not strong).
Multiple group analyses for each subscale. To understand more fully how this measure differed by age, we first conducted a multiple group analysis on all three subscales separately to determine if one ethic primarily accounted for the differences. Using the same criteria described above, it was determined that strong invariance was not achieved for either autonomy or community, but it was for divinity (see Table 4 ). This suggests that the mean values of divinity can be meaningfully compared across age groups.
As a next step in understanding the autonomy and community subscales, we examined individual items on these two subscales to see if one item was primarily responsible for the lack of invariance, but no single item stood out in this analyses by contributing uniquely to the .01 drop in CFI. We then compared all four age groups to one another (constraining both factor loadings and then intercepts group by group) to see which age groups were contributing to the measurement variance. For example, we first constrained factor loadings (and then intercepts) for emerging adulthood and early adulthood to be equal, followed by emerging adulthood and middle adulthood (and so on), until all 12 possible comparisons were conducted (6 for factor loadings, 6 for intercepts). Again, we used the criteria of a drop in CFI < .01 as an indication of invariance.
This analysis for the Autonomy subscale suggested the only constraint to result in a reduction in CFI > .01 was when constraining intercepts from emerging adulthood to late adulthood to be equal (ΔCFI = .014). For the community subscale constraining factor loadings between emerging adulthood and middle adulthood (ΔCFI = .022) and between early adulthood and middle adulthood (ΔCFI = .014); and constraining intercepts between emerging adulthood and middle adulthood (ΔCFI = .017) resulted in a reduction in CFI > .01. Taken together, the above analyses suggest that the divinity short form of the EVA is comparable across all age groups, while caution should be taken when comparing the Autonomy and Community scales across age groups. The Autonomy scale seems to be comparable across most groups, except emerging adults and late adults, while the Community scale varied the most as a function of age and had the least consistent internal reliability, so mean comparisons may be invalid.
Study 2 Discussion
Results from Study 2 suggested that the EVA_S functions at least as well as the EVA_L, providing support for using either form to assess the three ethics in a variety of age groups. That being said, future studies should use caution with the one item from the Community scale that showed evidence of cross-loading. Although this item was not a problem with the EVA_L, it did present problems with the EVA_S and contributed to a higher covariance between autonomy and community subscales. Future research should explore whether this is unique to the current sample, or a prevailing issue in need of further explanation. Study 2 also contributed by allowing for analyses by age, and suggested that how moral reasoning is conceptualized, especially as it relates to an Ethic of Community, may change as a function of development through adulthood.
While this does not allow for comparison across all age groups on all ethics, it is an interesting finding suggesting a need for a more in-depth look at the ways in which the three ethics change over the course of adulthood and how this change is associated with behavior. Means in the current study suggest that all three ethics may become more salient over time, perhaps as a function of decreases in exploration and a greater solidifying of moral values into adulthood (Padilla-Walker & Nelson, in press). However, this could also be a cohort effect in that the older generations in the current study may endorse moral values more because they mean something different to that generation than they do to the younger generation (Hart & Sulik, 2014) . Thus, while this study benefitted from the strength of a nationally representative sample, researchers will need to utilize long-term longitudinal studies to more clearly determine how the three ethics develop over time and how they are cognitively and behaviorally negotiated.
General Discussion
The present research provided support for the internal reliability and validity of the long and short forms of the Ethical Values Assessment (EVA). As described at the outset, the purpose of EVA is to assess a broad and diverse set of moral values, thus, EVA was based on theory and research on the three Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity. Given the present validation, we would suggest that EVA may now be deployed to extend both theory and research in moral psychology. This includes large-scale examinations of the intersection of culture and development in use of the three ethics, and the relations of the ethics to other cognitive, emotional, and behavioral variables. Trommsdorff (in press b), for example, has put forth a series of specific questions as to how the three ethics relate to prosocial behaviors, including in regards to those who are familiar versus strangers, and how both age and culture may be of significance.
The present validation study was limited to participants from the United States. As described above, the development of EVA was based on research with the standard coding manual for the three ethics which has been used across highly diverse cultures. Nonetheless, additional validation of the measure from other nations would be a next step. It would also be fruitful to extend the present study to older children and adolescents. Further, it is of note that autonomy and community subscales were strongly correlated in latent models, though tests of discriminate validity suggested meaningful differences. Future research should continue to determine the ways in which the three ethics overlap, and in which ways they are unique.
As the present findings indicate, EVA has applicability across the adult life course, although interpretations of findings for different age groups will need to be made with care. We know that as people develop from childhood through adulthood they become increasingly culturally diverse in their moralities. In today's globalizing world, the socialization and expertise that is gained with age often involves familiarity with the moral values of more than one culture.
EVA_L and EVA_S hold the prospect of being useful in validly assessing diverse and intersecting moral values across most of the life course. Note. Bolded ΔCFI are those that did not pass the invariance test. 
